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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
 

The National Park Service has sought the 
public’s views on wilderness throughout 
the wilderness study process. The input 
was used to help identify the issues to be 
addressed in the environmental impact 
statement, and to identify and help shape 
the alternatives.  
 
A “notice of intent” to prepare a 
wilderness suitability study and 
environmental impact statement for 
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore was 
published in the Federal Register (volume 
66, number 198, pages 52151-52152) on 
October 12, 2001. The National Park 
Service held meetings, and issued press 
releases and Internet messages on the 
park’s web site to provide opportunities 
for the public, agencies, and organizations 
to identify issues and concerns for the 
study (see below).  
 
A total of 4,512 separate written comments 
were received through the mail, FAX, and 
the Internet between July 2001 (when the 
National Park Service held a public 
meeting on the study in Bayfield) and 
February 1, 2002, when the scoping 
comment period closed.1 Two petitions 
also were also received, with a total of 895 
names. 
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 
AND THE INTERNET 
 
A variety of techniques were used to keep 
the public informed about the wilderness 
 
 
 
 
 

 
study and to solicit input. During the study 
process a mailing list of over 4,200 names 
was compiled. The list included officials 
from other state and federal governmental 
agencies, federal and state legislators,  
Indian tribal governments, local and 
regional governments, businesses, 
organizations, and interested citizens. A 
post card was mailed in the spring of 2002 
asking people if they wanted hard copies 
of the study documents and encouraging 
use of the Internet to access the 
documents. The public mailing list was 
subsequently pared down to about 300. 
 
Press releases were issued at key points 
during the study, including the initiation of 
the study (May 8, 2001), the announce-
ment of the Bayfield scoping open house 
(July 17, 2001), an extension of the scoping 
comment period (November 20, 2001), 
another extension of the scoping period 
(January 9, 2002), and an announcement 
that the preliminary alternatives were 
ready for public input and a schedule of 
open houses (June 18, 2002). 
 
The Internet was used extensively to 
publicize the study, inform people about 
the study and meetings, and provide a 
means for people to provide input. 
 
The park’s Internet web site (http:// 
www.nps.gov/apis/study.htm) included 
all publications, messages on the status of 
the study, a timeline, a “frequently asked 
questions” section, and contacts for 
additional information. 
 
 
 
 

1. Officially, the scoping comment period did not begin until the “notice of intent “ was published in the Federal 
Register on October 12, 2001, but was extended to January 15, 2002, and then again to February 1, to provide the 
public with additional time to provide input to the NPS study team. 
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A newsletter was sent to the public in 
November 2001. This newsletter was an 
update on the study and was published 
shortly after the Federal Register notice of 
intent was published. It summarized 
comments that had been received to date, 
noted key issues and concerns, announced 
that the comment period had been 
extended, encouraged people to provide 
comments on the study, and provided a 
schedule for the project. 
 
An alternatives workbook was published 
in May 2002 and also placed on the park’s 
web site. The workbook summarized the 
purpose of the study and the scoping 
comments, provided responses to several 
concerns raised by the public during the 
scoping period, noted areas that the study 
had determined were not suitable for 
wilderness, and identified six preliminary 
alternatives. A schedule for the study and a 
comment response form were also 
included in the workbook. Approximately 
1,000 copies of the alternatives workbook 
were printed and distributed to the mailing 
list and handed out at various meetings. In 
addition, the workbook was downloaded 
from the study web site nearly 3,000 times 
during the comment period. Between June 
20 and August 1, 2002, when the comment 
period closed, a total of 1,784 written 
comments were received via response 
forms, letters, e-mails, and faxes.  
 
PUBLIC, AGENCY, AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL MEETINGS 
 
The study team held many meetings 
during the course of the study. At the 
beginning of the study (2001), park staff 
met with a variety of local, state, and tribal 
agencies and governments to identify 
issues and concerns for the study, 
including the State of Wisconsin Historic 
Preservation Office (July 31, 2001), Bad 
River and Red Cliff Bands of Lake 

Superior Chippewa (June 21 and June 29, 
2001), Voigt Intertribal Task Force of the 
Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife 
Commission (September 6, 2001), United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(December 18, 2001), United States 
Geological Survey (December 18, 2001), 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources (September 13, 2001), Bayfield 
County Board of Supervisors (June 26, 
2001), Mayor of Ashland (June 28, 2001), 
Bayfield City Council (July 18, 2001), Chair 
of the Town of La Pointe (July 23, 2001), 
Town of Russell Board of Supervisors 
(August 14, 2001), and the Ashland 
Chamber of Commerce (June 28, 2001). 
 
On July 25, 2001, a public open house was 
held in Bayfield, Wisconsin, to identify the 
public’s issues and concerns regarding 
designating wilderness in the Apostle 
Islands National Lakeshore. A total of 78 
people attended. 
 
After the preliminary alternatives work-
book was distributed, the study team held 
more meetings with the public, govern-
ments, agencies, and organizations. On 
May 16, 2002, letters of invitation were 
sent to the following governments, 
agencies, and organizations inviting them 
to meet with study team members during 
the 2002 alternatives workbook comment 
period: 
 

• Ashland County Board of 
Supervisors 

• Bayfield County Board of 
Supervisors 

• Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians 

• Bad River Band of Lake Superior 
Tribe of Chippewa Indians 

• Bay Mills, Bois Forte, Fond du Lac, 
Grand Portage, Keweenaw Bay, 
Lac Courte Oreilles, Lac du 
Flambeau, Lac Vieux Desert, Mille 
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Lacs, Mole Lake, and St. Croix 
Bands of Chippewa Indians 

• Great Lakes Indian Fish and 
Wildlife Commission 

• Cities of Ashland, Bayfield, and 
Washburn 

• Towns of Bayfield, La Pointe, 
Russell, and Sanborn 

• Chambers of Commerce of 
Ashland, Bayfield, and Washburn 

• State of Wisconsin 
• United States and state of 

Wisconsin senators and 
representatives 

 
Invitations to meet were also extended to 
the Wisconsin State Historic Preservation 
Office, the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Informal invitations were 
extended to numerous civic organizations, 
boating organizations, and user groups 
during the course of the comment period. 
 
Park staff met with all entities that 
responded to the invitation, including the 
Lac du Flambeau, Lac Vieux Desert, Red 
Cliff, and Bad River Bands of Chippewa 
Indians (June 10, June 14, June 18, and July 
3, 2002, respectively), Voigt Intertribal 
Task Force of the Great Lakes Indian Fish 
and Wildlife Commission (June 6, 2002), 
Ashland County Board of Supervisors 
(July 24, 2002), Bayfield City Council (June 
12, 2002), Bayfield Chamber of Commerce 
(June 19, 2002), Town of Russell Board of 
Supervisors (July 22, 2002), Town of 
Bayfield Board of Supervisors (July 15, 
2002), staff at local marinas (June 20, 
2002), Bayfield Yacht Club (July 27, 2002), 
Duluth Power Squadron (September 19, 
2002), and the Pikes Creek Keel Club 
(October 5, 2002). In addition, park staff 
met with the Wisconsin state preservation 
office on December 9, 2002. 
 

The study team held five public open 
houses during the summer of 2002 to seek 
public views, concerns, and issues 
regarding the preliminary alternatives. The 
open houses were held July 5 at the 
Stockton/Presque Isle Visitor Center in 
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, July 8 
at Odanah, Wisconsin, July 9 at Bayfield, 
Wisconsin, July 10 at Red Cliff, Wisconsin, 
and July 11 at Saint Paul, Minnesota. 
About 175 people attended the five 
meetings. 
 
CONSULTATIONS WITH NATIVE 
AMERICAN TRIBES 
 
As noted above, several meetings were 
held with various Indian tribes from both 
an on-and off-reservation perspective.  At 
each of these meetings, park staff assured 
tribal leaders that the tribes’ rights would 
continue to be honored regardless of 
whether wilderness eventually is desig-
nated by Congress. Both the Red Cliff and 
Bad River bands recommended that 
guarantees of those rights be specifically 
inserted into any legislation that might be 
drafted for wilderness designation. In 
addition, the Bad River Band expressed 
concern over Long Island (known to the 
tribe as Chequamegon Point) being 
included within designated wilderness. 
 
As for off-reservation issues, the Great 
Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commis-
sion’s Voigt Intertribal Task Force and the 
park formed a joint workgroup which met 
on more than 10 occasions and thus 
provided a forum for ongoing and recur-
ring consultation. The Task Force, which 
consists of nine tribes that signed the 1842 
treaty, neither specifically endorsed nor 
rejected a wilderness designation for the 
park provided that the park’s recom-
mended alternative would in no way 
abrogate or diminish their treaty rights 
guaranteed in that treaty. Among other 
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things, the joint Task Force/park 
workgroup explored ways in which the 
park could be administered and preserved 
consistent with the tribes’ rights and 
provided recommended language for 
inclusion in this document toward that 
end. 
 
CONSULTATION WITH THE 
WISCONSIN STATE HISTORICAL 
PRESERVATION OFFICE (SHPO) 
 
Members of the study team met three 
times with compliance staff in the 
Wisconsin State Historical Preservation 
Office. The SHPO staff acknowledged that 
wilderness is very protective of archeo-
logical resources due to the low likelihood 
of ground disturbance, but also expressed 
concern that wilderness designation may 
make it more difficult to perform archeo-
logical surveys in the future. The SHPO 
staff was also concerned that manage-
ment’s flexibility to choose certain 
treatment options (such as restoration or 
reconstruction) would be limited in 
designated wilderness. They believe this 
may result in an increased likelihood that 
certain cultural resources would be left to 
molder in the field. 
 
The SHPO staff was mailed a copy of the 
draft document in July 2003. They 
provided no comments on the draft study.  
 
CONSULTATIONS WITH THE U.S. 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
(USFWS) 
 
The study team initiated informal consul-
tation with the Endangered Species Field 
Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in Green Bay, Wisconsin, in June 2001. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service has indi-
cated that due to the nature of wilderness, 
the threatened or endangered species 

known to exist in the park will not be 
affected (see appendix B). 
 
COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY 
DETERMINATION 
 
Federal agency activities in or affecting 
Wisconsin's coastal zone must comply 
with §307 of the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act and implementing regulations, 
which require that such federal activities 
be conducted in a manner consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with 
Wisconsin's Coastal Management 
Program.  
 
Although all of Apostle Islands National 
Lakeshore is federal land and excluded 
from Wisconsin's coastal zone, the park is 
geographically within the coastal zone. 
The National Park Service has determined 
that the preferred alternative described in 
this document is consistent with Wiscon-
sin's Coastal Management Program, 
including the state's goals and policies for 
this area.  
 
This final wilderness study/EIS provides 
the substantive basis for the National Park 
Service’s consistency determination and it 
has submitted this document to the Wis-
consin Coastal Management Council for 
its concurrence. This consistency determi-
nation and the Council's concurrence 
complies with the requirements of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act. If the state 
of Wisconsin concurs with the National 
Park Service’s consistency determination, 
it will transmit its formal concurrence , 
which will be acknowledged in the record 
of decision for the wilderness study. 
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PUBLIC OFFICIALS, AGENCIES, AND ORGANIZATIONS TO  
WHOM COPIES OF THE FINAL STUDY WERE SENT

 
The National Park Service is circulating 
the Final Wilderness Study/Environmental 
Impact Study to the agencies and 
organizations listed below. A limited 
number of copies of the wilderness study 
are available upon request by interested 
individuals. Copies of the document are 
also available for review at the park, on the 
Internet (http://www.nps.gov/apis/ 
wstudy.htm) and at libraries. 
 
(An asterisk [*] indicates that a comment 
on the Draft Wilderness Study / 
Environmental Impact Statement was 
received from this organization.) 
 
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 
 
Representative David Obey 
Senator Russell Feingold 
Senator Herb Kohl 
 
STATE AND LOCAL ELECTED 
OFFICIALS 
 
Representative Gary Sherman 
Senator Bob Jauch 
 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Great Lakes Commission 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Northern Great Lakes Visitor Center 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

 Forest Service 
Chequamegon-Nicolet  

National  Forests 

 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
 Bureau of Indian Affairs 
 National Park Service 
 Grand Portage National   

Monument 
 Ice Age and North Country 

National Scenic Trails 
                Keweena Historical Park 

Indiana Dunes National 
Lakeshore 

Isle Royale National Park 
Midwest Archaeological Center 
Pictured Rocks National 

Lakeshore 
Saint Croix National Scenic 

Riverway 
Sleeping Bear Dunes National 

Lakeshore 
Voyageurs National Park 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered 
Species Field Office, Green Bay 

U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

Region 5* 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES AND 
AGENCIES 
 
Chippewa Indian Bands 

Lac du Flambeau 
Lac Vieux Desert  
Lac Courte Oreilles 
Red Cliff 
Bad River  
Bay Mills 
Bois Forte 
Fond du Lac 
Grand Portage 
Keweenaw Bay 
Mille Lacs 
Mole Lake 
St. Croix 
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Voigt Intertribal Task Force of the Great 
Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife   
Commission 

 
STATE OF WISCONSIN AGENCIES 
 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Tourism 
Natural Resources Board* 
Northwest Regional Planning Commission 
Office of the Governor* 
State Historical Preservation Office 
State Historical Society 
Wisconsin Coastal Management Program*  
 
LOCAL AND REGIONAL 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
Ashland County Board of Supervisors 
Bayfield County Board of Supervisors 
Bayfield County Forest 
City of Ashland 
City of Bayfield 
City of Washburn 
Town of Bayfield* 
Town of Bell 
Town of LaPointe 
Town of Russell* 
Town of Sanborn 
 
ORGANIZATIONS AND 
BUSINESSES 
 
Adventures in Perspective 
Alliance for Sustainability  
Animaashi Sailing Company 
Apostle Islands Cruise Service 
Apostle Islands Marina 
Ashland Chamber of Commerce 
Ashland Marina 
Association of Wisconsin  

Snowmobile Clubs 
Bayfield Chamber of Commerce* 
Bayfield Heritage Association 
Bayfield Yacht Club 
Bruce River Canoe Rental 
Camp Amnicon 

Camp Manio-wish 
Camp Voyageur 
Catchun-Sun Charter Co. 
Chequamegon Adventure Company 
Chequamegon Audubon Society* 
Citizens Against Apostle Islands 

Wilderness* 
Duluth Power Squadron 
Friends/Boundary Waters Wilderness* 
Glacier Valley Wilderness Adventures 
Great Lakes Cruising Club 
Great Lakes Sport Fishing Council 
Howard County Bird Club* 
Izaak Walton League* 
Madeline Island Chamber of Commerce 
National Audubon Society 
National Park Foundation 
National Parks Conservation Association* 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
National Wildlife Federation 
Northland College 
NW Passage Outing Club, Inc. 
Public Employees for Environmental 

Responsibility (PEER) * 
Pikes Bay Marina 
Pikes Creek Keel Club 
Port Superior Marina 
Red Cliff Marina 
Roberta’s Charters 
Sailboats, Inc. 
Schooner Bay Marina 
Sierra Club 
      Midwest Office 
       John Muir Chapter* 
Siskiwit Bay Marina 
Superior Charters, Inc. 
Superior Sailor 
The Nature Conservancy 
Trek and Trail 
University of Minnesota 
Voyageur Outward Bound School 
Washburn Chamber of Commerce 
Washburn Marina 
Wilderness Inquiry 
Wilderness Society* 
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LIBRARIES 
 
Ashland Public Library 
Duluth Public Library 
University of Minnesota, Forestry Library 
University of Wisconsin, Madison 

(Steenbock Library) 
Washburn Public Library 
 
MEDIA 
 
County Journal 
The Daily Press 
Duluth News-Tribune 
Ironwood Daily Globe 
The Journal 
The Journal Times 

KADL Radio 
KBJR TV Duluth 
KDLH TV Duluth 
Lake Superior Magazine 
Madison Capitol Times 
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 
Minneapolis Star Tribune 
The Outdoor Network 
St. Paul Pioneer Press 
Superior Evening Telegram 
WATW (AM 1400) 
WDIO TV, Duluth 
WDSE TV, Duluth 
WEGZ Eagle 106 
Wisconsin Public Radio
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PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT WILDERNESS 
STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This section includes a summary of 
comments received through letters, e-mail 
messages, and public meetings following 
the release of the Draft Wilderness 
Study/Environmental Impact Statement on 
July 11, 2003. All oral and written 
comments were considered during the 
preparation of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement according to the 
requirements of 40 CFR 1503. The 
comments allow the study team, NPS 
decision-makers, and other interested 
parties to review and assess the views of 
other agencies, organizations, and 
individuals regarding the preferred 
alternative, the other alternatives, and 
their potential impacts. It is important to 
stress that the selection of the preferred 
alternative and any revisions to the 
alternative were not based solely on how 
many people supported a particular 
alternative. 
 
The section begins with summaries of the 
public meetings and written comments. 
Next, comment letters from all federal, 
state, and local agencies, and private 
organizations are reproduced and 
responses are included for all substantive 
comments. In addition, responses are 
provided for other agency, organization, 
and individual comments the study team 
believed merited a response (e.g., 
comments that reflected misinformation 
or misperceptions).  
 
Where appropriate, the text in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement has been 
revised to address the comments. These 
changes are identified in the NPS 
responses. No response was given to 
comments simply expressing preference 
for an alternative.  
 

The Council on Environmental Quality 
guidelines (1978) for implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
require the National Park Service to 
respond to “substantive comments.” A 
comment is substantive if it meets any of 
the following criteria from Director’s 
Order 12, “Conservation Planning, 
Environmental Impact Analysis and 
Decision-Making” (NPS 2001). 
 
• It questions, with reasonable basis, 

the accuracy of information. 
 
• It questions, with reasonable basis, 

the adequacy of environmental 
analysis. 

 
• It presented reasonable alternatives 

other than those proposed in the 
environmental impact statement.  

 
• It would cause changes or revisions in 

the preferred alternative. 
 
Most comments from individuals 
expressed opinions about the preferred 
alternative and therefore were not 
responded to or reproduced in this 
document. (A complete record of 
individuals who received copies of the 
draft document and of comments received 
on the draft study, including copies of all 
letters and e-mail messages, is on file at the 
park headquarters. People wishing to 
review the comment letters should contact 
the wilderness study coordinator: Route 1, 
Box 4, Bayfield, WI 54814; 715/779-3398, 
x102.) 
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RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
A notice of availability of the draft 
document was published in the Federal 
Register on July 11, 2003 (68 FR 41398-
41399). Approximately 300 copies of the 
draft were distributed to government 
agencies, public interest groups, 
businesses, media, local libraries, and 
individuals. The document was also 
posted on the park’s Internet web site for 
review. 
 
Written comments on the draft document 
were accepted for over 90 days. The public 
comment period closed on October 17, 
2003. In addition, nine public meetings 
were held in July and August to solicit 
public input, and one formal public 
hearing was held on August 27. Notice of 
the public hearing was published in the 
local newspapers.  
 
SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC, 
AGENCY, AND ORGANIZA-
TIONAL MEETINGS 
 
A series of public open houses were held at 
Stockton Island in the park (July 26, 2003), 
at park headquarters (July 29), and in Red 
Cliff (July 30), Odanah (August 4), 
LaPointe (August 11), and Ashland, 
Wisconsin (August 14). Open houses were 
also held in Duluth (August 5) and St. Paul, 
Minnesota (August 19), and in Madison, 
Wisconsin (August 20). A total of 139 
people attended the open houses. The vast 
majority of the people attending the open 
houses did so because they were interested 
in learning more about the study and its 
alternatives. Many questions were an-
swered, and while many of the conversa-
tions were lengthy and informative, very 
few oral comments were received. Most 
attendees stated a desire to comment in 
writing after thinking more about the 
alternatives and studying the document. 

One person commented at the Stockton 
Island open house that to maximize 
flexibility with respect to docks in the 
future, the wilderness boundaries should 
be drawn around all areas where docks 
have existed historically. 
 
In accordance with Wilderness Act 
requirements, a formal public hearing was 
held at the Northern Great Lakes Visitor 
Center near Ashland, Wisconsin, on 
August 27, 2003. The hearing officer was 
the Regional Director of the NPS Midwest 
Region, Ernie Quintana. Participants had 
the opportunity to speak for five minutes, 
and their comments were recorded and 
transcribed by a professional court 
reporter. In all, 18 persons spoke at the 
hearing; 12 of them supported wilderness 
(one supported alternative B, eight 
supported alternative C, one supported a 
modified alternative C, and two supported 
wilderness without expressing a pref-
erence for a particular alternative), four of 
them were opposed to wilderness (alterna-
tive A), and two had no discernible opin-
ion. Copies of the hearing transcripts can 
be viewed at Apostle Islands National 
Lakeshore headquarters in Bayfield. 
 
Finally, park staff was invited to speak and 
answer questions at a number of meetings. 
Attendees included: Institutes for 
Journalism in Natural Resources, Alliance 
for Sustainability Steering Committee, 
Inland Sea Society, Wisconsin Natural 
Resources Board, Bayfield Brunch Bunch, 
Ashland Chamber of Commerce, Ash-
land/Bayfield League of Conservation 
Voters, Bayfield Chamber of Commerce, 
Ashland/Bayfield Republican Committee, 
and League of Women Voters. Park staff 
also met with the Red Cliff Tribal Council, 
the Voigt Intertribal Task Force, Town of 
Russell Board of Supervisors, Bayfield 
County Board of Supervisors, Bayfield 
City Council, and the Town of Bayfield. 
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Information was provided at these 
meetings which these organizations or 
government bodies used in the 
preparation of written comments. 
 
SUMMARY OF THE WRITTEN 
COMMENTS 
 
The wilderness study team received over 
3,500 separate written responses during 
the comment period, including letters, 
FAXes, postcards, e-mail comments, and 
written comments provided at the public 
hearing. Of those responses, 19 were from 
agencies and organizations, including one 
federal agency, the governor of Wisconsin, 
two state agencies, two local governments, 
eight conservation groups, and four other 
special interest groups. All of the other 
responses were from individuals and 
businesses. Comments were received from 
across the country. 
 
The overwhelming majority of 
commenters supported wilderness being 
designated in the park, with most 
supporting more wilderness (alternative B) 
than in the preferred alternative 
(alternative C). The largest number of 
commenters (35% of the total), including 
the National Parks Conservation 
Association, Wilderness Society, and 
Chequamegon Audubon Society, 
supported the alternative C wilderness 
proposal with the addition of Basswood 
Island (except for the quarry and dock). 
Including Basswood Island would add 
another 4.5% of the park’s land base into 
the wilderness proposal. These comment-
ers believed that this revision would 
provide continued opportunities to 
interpret the island’s cultural resources 
while providing permanent wilderness 
protection to the island. Another large 
group (33% of the total response), includ-
ing the Izaak Walton League, PEER, and 
the Ecotopian Society, supported the 

maximum wilderness proposal (alternative 
B). Many commenters, including the 
Bayfield Chamber of Commerce, 
supported the preferred alternative. A 
number of other commenters supported 
the preferred alternative with other 
modifications or conditions. The Sierra 
Club favored adding two-thirds of Sand 
Island and most of Basswood Island into 
the wilderness proposal. The town of 
Bayfield supported the preferred 
alternative with the condition that the 
National Park Service define water or 
access level to the islands so access is 
available at all times regardless of water 
level. A small group of commenters, 
including the governor of Wisconsin, 
favored the designation of wilderness but 
did not specify which alternative they 
favored.  
 
A handful of commenters, including the 
town of Russell and Citizens Against 
Apostle Islands Wilderness, opposed 
wilderness, arguing that the park does not 
qualify as wilderness, that this would 
satisfy only a few elitists, and that current 
management without wilderness is 
working fine. A couple people also 
supported less wilderness being 
designated than in the preferred 
alternative. 
 
Finally, a group of commenters wrote 
supporting the exclusion of Sand Island 
from the wilderness proposal. 
 
Although written comments were not 
received from Bayfield County or the 
Voigt Intertribal Task Force, it is known 
that the Bayfield County Board approved a 
resolution opposing wilderness, and the 
Voigt Intertribal Task Force continues to 
have concerns related to the impacts 
wilderness might have on the exercise of 
their treaty-reserved hunting, fishing, and 
gathering rights. National Park Service 
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Town of Bayfield  119 staff remain committed to finalizing an 
agreement with the affected tribes to 
define the scope of these rights in a 
mutually satisfactory manner, whether 
wilderness is ever designated in the 
Apostle Islands or not. 

Town of Russell  120 
 
Organizations 
Ashland-Bayfield County  

League of Women Voters 121 
 Bayfield Chamber of Commerce  122 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES Chequamegon Democratic Party  122 

Chequamegon Audubon Society  123  
Citizens Against Apostle Islands 

Wilderness  124 
This section includes all written comments 
from governmental agencies, organiza-
tions, and substantive written and oral 
comments from individuals. Because of 
the volume of written comments received, 
individuals with substantive comments 
that were identical or similar to comments 
from organizations, or whose comments 
were addressed in the responses to  

The Ecotopian Society  127   
Friends of the Boundary  

Waters Wilderness  128 
Howard County Bird Club  134 
Izaak Walton League  135 
National Parks Conservation  

Association  138 
PEER  142 organizations, were not reproduced. The 

National Park Service’s responses to all 
substantive comments are also included in 
this section. Some comments required text 
modifications, which have been made in 
the final EIS. These changes are identified 
in the NPS responses. All page number 
citations refer to the draft EIS.  

Sierra Club – John Muir Chapter  145 
The Wilderness Society  148 
 
Individuals 
Betty Good  149 
Harold C. Jordahl, Jr.  150 
Emmet Judziewicz  156 
Maureen Kinney  158  
John C. Laney  159 Below is a list of the agencies, 

organizations, and individuals that are 
included in this document in the order 
that they appear.  Page numbers are 
included after each commenters name. 

M.L.  160  
Brandt Mannchen  162 
Sumner Matteson  169 
M. James Nemec  171 
Celeste Peltier  172  
Sheree L. Peterson  176 Agencies 
Gerritt Rosenthal  179 U.S. Environmental Protection  
Richard Spotts  180    Agency  115 
Albert Swain  182 Hon. Jim Doyle, Governor, State of        

Wisconsin  116 Unnamed commenter  183 
Bryan Wyberg  184 Wisconsin Department of  
Oral comment at Stockton  Administration  117 

Public Meeting  186 Wisconsin Natural Resources Board  117 
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1.

Response to Town of Bayfield

1. The waters and submerged lands of Lake Superior up to the high-water
mark were determined to not be suitable for wilderness. This exclusion
covered all existing beaches and public docks on the islands. If lake levels
were to change, either raising or dropping, the high-water mark would
change, as would the wilderness boundary, which would always be above
the lake. Regardless of the water level, beaches and public docks would
continue to be outside the wilderness boundary, ensuring access to the
islands. See also the new text box on the wilderness boundary and Lake
Superior in the “Alternatives” chapter in this document.
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1.

2.

Response to Town of Russell

1. As noted on p.10, an area does not need to be untouched by people to be
considered for wilderness designation. See also response 3 to Citizens
Aganist Apostle Islands Wilderness and response 1 to the Isaak Walton
league.

2. It is not true that anywhere one goes within the islands one would hear
planes and boat motors: in the interiors of many of the islands, motor
sounds would rarely be heard. While it is true that on the shoreline of the
islands one would more likely hear motor sounds and see boats, this is true
on the boundary of many wilderness areas, where people arrive by vehi-
cles. It also should be noted that NPS wilderness guidelines state that
external influences are not to be considered in evaluating wilderness suit-
ability: “The term “wilderness character” applies only to the immediate
land involved, not to influences upon it from outside areas.” See also the
above responses.
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1.

Responses to Citizens Against Apostle Islands Wilderness

1. The situation with Isle Royale National Park docks and Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore docks is different, and the two cannot be compared in
this manner. Wilderness was designated at Isle Royale in 1976, with very
few land areas excluded from the wilderness designation.  Many of the
docks at Isle Royale are immediately adjacent to wilderness; one steps
directly from these docks into wilderness. The close proximity of docks to
wilderness, and the fact that some of these same sites are also major back-
packing trailheads and canoe portages, has contributed to conflict among
various Isle Royale users. This conflict is one of the major reasons that the
recent General Management Plan for Isle Royale proposes to remove docks
from some locations at Isle Royale and place them elsewhere in the nation-
al park. (That plan would actually result in a net increase in docks within
Isle Royale National Park.) In all of the Apostle Islands wilderness alterna-
tives, the land adjoining each public dock is purposely kept out of wilder-
ness. In further contrast to Isle Royale, none of the Apostle Islands docks
serve as major congregating points for backpackers, canoeists, or even
kayakers. We believe that the different geography and the deliberate deci-
sions on wilderness boundaries will minimize or avoid entirely the kind
and magnitude of user conflicts that led to the dock relocation proposals
at Isle Royale. By carefully listening to the concerns expressed by Isle
Royale boaters, we believe we have incorporated safeguards into all of the
wilderness alternatives to prevent the need for similar actions in the
Apostle Islands. Thus, no public docks in Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore would be removed as a direct or indirect result of wilderness
designation.
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2.

3.

2.  No public docks are planned for removal from the islands you cited. An
unusable, unsafe dock was removed from South Twin Island for safety rea-
sons in 2003. The dock at the north end of Basswood Island was taken out
by a storm and not replaced many years ago. No public docks have ever
existed or been removed from Bear Island. Picnic tables would only be
removed from a small number of campsites if wilderness is designated in
the park.

3. The criterion you cited is not the only criterion used to determine if an
area is suitable for wilderness. As noted on p. 10, another criterion is that
the area "…generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces
of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable."
NPS Management Policies 2001 also state that “Lands that have been
logged, farmed, grazed, mined... may also be considered suitable for
wilderness designation if, at the time of assessment, the effects of these
activities are substantially unnoticeable or their wilderness character could
be maintained or restored through appropriate management actions.”
Many existing designated wilderness areas, such as in Shenandoah
National Park, were substantially altered by people but subsequently
recovered to a more "natural" condition and were designated as wilder-
ness. In both the Wilderness Act and the Eastern Wilderness Act, Congress
recognized that areas that had been altered by people could still be consid-
ered for wilderness designation. In addition, you should be aware that
many of the developments you mentioned (i.e., the light stations, docks,
quarries on Basswood and Stockton Islands) are not being proposed for
wilderness designation. And boaters on the water are also outside the areas
being proposed for wilderness designation. See also response 1 to the
Izaak Walton League.
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4. In fact, the text on p.60 stated slightly different figures for 2001 than the
numbers you cited. A total of 48,000 visitors were estimated to access the
islands via private boats. This number was primarily based on the number
of boats anchored off the islands at night or the number of visitors
encountered by NPS employees on the islands. Boats passing islands are
not counted in the park's visitor figures. 

5. We do not believe there is any evidence to indicate that wilderness desig-
nation would adversely affect the local tourism industry, as noted in the
text on pages 19-20. Indeed, the City of Bayfield and the Bayfield Chamber
of Commerce passed resolutions in support of wilderness in the Apostle
Islands.

4.

5.



127



128



129

Responses to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness

1. While we agree that Basswood Island is suitable for wilderness designa-
tion, we believe there are other justifiable reasons for not including the
island in the NPS wilderness proposal. See response 1 to the National
Parks Conservation Association and response 2 to PEER.

1.
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2. Comment noted. We disagree that interpretive opportunities and
increased visitor use are not valid reasons for additional developments.
While we agree that there are other interpretive techniques than building
signs and structures to interpret cultural history, interpretive trails with
signs and on-site structures like waysides communicate information in dif-
ferent ways than brochures and distant signs, and may be more effective in
communicating with visitors, depending on the situation. Additional facili-
ties, such as restrooms and visitor contact stations, may be warranted to
meet the needs of increasing numbers of visitors and/or to help avoid or
mitigate impacts to resources. Changes in user populations also may
require new developments. This is not to say that we would (or could) pro-
vide new facilities in all of these situations. But we believe it is important to
retain the flexibility, with appropriate public input and environmental
compliance, to provide such facilities on a small number of the islands in
the future. See also responses 1, 2, and 4 to PEER, response 2 to the
National Parks Conservation Association, and responses 1, 4, and 7 to
Brandt Mannchen.

2.

3. 3. Our decision in selecting alternative C as the preferred alternative was not
based on plans for future development. No such plans exist. We selected
alternative C as our wilderness proposal, as noted on p.33, because we
believe it provides excellent protection for the park's natural, cultural, and
wilderness resources, it retains flexibility to provide outstanding interpre-
tive opportunities for visitors, and it minimizes the number of small, frag-
mented areas of wilderness or nonwilderness. See also response 2 to
PEER.
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4. 4. We agree that the question of whether or not future development is need-
ed in the park should be addressed in the future general management plan.
The only reason developments are discussed in this wilderness study is to
examine potential impacts of designating or not designating wilderness.
See also responses 1, 2, and 4 to PEER, and response 1 to Brandt
Mannchen.

5. 5. See response 2 above and response 1 to Brandt Mannchen.



132

6. 6. We agree that the tombolo on Stockton Island needs to be protected. As
noted above, although the study generally evaluated the impacts of poten-
tial developments to fulfill the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act, no new visitor developments are actually being
considered or proposed on any of the islands. Protection of the park's
sandscape features, like the Stockton Island tombolo, and the need for new
developments are more appropriately addressed in future management
plans, such as the general management plan.
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7. 7. The protection of the black bear population on Sand and Stockton Islands
is beyond the scope of this wilderness study. Whether or not wilderness is
designated in the park, we would continue to work with the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources and the Great Lakes Indian Fish and
Wildlife Commission to ensure that the black bear population is main-
tained. No new developments are being proposed on the islands that
would affect the bears. If action is needed to protect the bears from an
increase in human activity, which again could happen regardless of
whether or not wilderness is designated, this would be addressed in a
future management plan and environmental document.

Continues next page

8.

8. We agree that Long Island is important habitat for migratory birds and
critical habitat for the piping plover. Whether or not Long Island is desig-
nated as wilderness, the National Park Service would continue to protect
Long Island's valuable habitat to help satisfy the purposes for which the
park was established, as a natural zone in the park's current General
Management Plan, and in the case of the piping plover as required under
the Endangered Species Act. While wilderness might be a good way to
ensure protection of critical habitats, it is not the only way. 

With regard to section 7 consultations on the wilderness study, as noted on
p.107 the study team initiated informal consultations with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in June 2001. The Fish and Wildlife Service's response, on
pages 116-117, stated that listed species or critical habitat would not be
affected by the proposed activity, and noted there was no need for further
action on this project.
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Responses to Izaak Walton League

1. The discussion about "pristine" areas being wilderness was included
because during the course of the wilderness study process a number of
people argued we should not be proposing any part of the park for wilder-
ness designation because this is not a pristine landscape. We agree with
your point that it is not just the Eastern Wilderness Act that allows for con-
sideration of areas like the Apostle Islands as wilderness. Your discussion
of section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act was in fact acknowledged on p.4 of
the draft document. To clarify the text on p.10, the final study notes that in
both the Wilderness Act and the Eastern Wilderness Act, Congress recog-
nized that areas smaller than 5,000 acres that have been altered by past
human activity can be designated as wilderness. 

1.
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2. We agree that we can and should continue to provide historical interpreta-
tion of sites on the islands even after these sites are designated as wilder-
ness, and that the level of interpretation in wilderness would differ from
nonwilderness areas. However, in the case of Basswood and Sand Islands
we believe opportunities for more intensive interpretation techniques,
some of which would not be permitted in wilderness, should not be fore-
closed. See also response 2 to the Friends of the Boundary Waters
Wilderness and response 1 to Brandt Mannchen.

2.

3. See responses 1, 2, and 4 to PEER, response 2 to the National Parks
Conservation Association, response 2 to Friends of the Boundary Waters
Wilderness, and responses 1 and 4 to Brandt Mannchen.

3.
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Responses to National Parks Conservation Association 

1. We believe there are other reasons to exclude Basswood Island from the
wilderness proposal besides the need to protect, maintain, and interpret
the park's cultural resources. By keeping the island as a nonwilderness area
we would retain flexibility to provide limited developments in a small part
of the park to address increasing visitation and/or provide for other visitor
experiences that wilderness would preclude. See also response 2 to PEER.

1.

Continues next
page
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2. We disagree with the implication that any new developments would be "ill
advised." There are a variety of legitimate reasons why new developments
may be needed on the islands, which will be addressed in future plans (see
p.68). We agree that the general management plan could be used to protect
the park's cultural resources if new developments are built on the islands.
And we would try to carefully locate any new developments in areas that
do not have cultural resources, and to mitigate any possible impacts that
could occur. But under alternative B there would be very few nonwilder-
ness areas where these developments could be located on the islands.
Those nonwilderness areas are rich in cultural resources, which would
increase the chances of unforeseen impacts occurring to cultural resources
that we are not aware of. (As noted on p.56 of the draft, there are likely
many additional cultural resources that have not yet been discovered. See
also p.82.)  

2.
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Continues next

Responses to PEER

1. Although it is true that future new developments could occur on the three
islands that would not be designated wilderness, it is highly unlikely that
developments would be permitted that would "change the character of the
islands." Such developments would be contrary to the purposes for which
the park was established by Congress. In all cases we would continue to
protect the islands' resources and overall character in accordance with
NPS plans and policies.

1.
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2.

Continues next

2. Part of the mission of the National Park Service is to provide for visitor use
and enjoyment of the units it manages. Not all visitors are seeking wilder-
ness experiences, and the National Park Service is not required to propose
all lands found suitable for wilderness as wilderness. In the case of
Basswood and Sand Islands we agree that wilderness would not preclude
the agency from interpreting features or telling stories. But we believe that
by keeping these islands as nonwilderness areas, we would have flexibility
in the future to provide limited developments to address increasing visita-
tion and/or provide for other visitor experiences that wilderness would
preclude. It is not the purpose of this wilderness study to determine if
these facilities are needed, what they might be, and where they would be
located (as noted on p.68). The facilities could include day use picnic
areas, new group campsites, universally accessible paved trails, shelters,
and amphitheaters. In addition, wayside exhibits or interpretive trails with
signs could be provided in nonwilderness areas, which interpret resources
in different ways than brochures or distant signs. (See the list of uses and
developments prohibited in wilderness on p.5.) We do not foresee the
need for, and would not permit, "large-scale landscape manipulation," or
the lease and sale of federal lands to re-create past agricultural and com-
mercial practices. 

With regard to Sand Island, we do not believe that Senator Church's state-
ment applies. Excluding Sand Island from wilderness would not be a "mas-
sive exclusion." There are several reasons why Sand Island was not includ-
ed in the preferred alternative. As noted on p.34, the island still has exten-
sive evidence of recent human occupation, and keeping the island as non-
wilderness would keep open the option of providing for new develop-
ments to interpret stories about the island and to provide for increases in
visitation. In addition, the proximity of Sand Island (as well as Basswood
Island) to the Bayfield Peninsula and the number and variety of cultural
sites it contains makes it well suited for the development of additional
interpretive facilities. Indeed, in establishing the park Congress separated
Sand Island from the other islands with regard to its intent to keep the
islands wild and primitive (see Jordahl (1994) as referenced on p.6).
Furthermore, keeping the island as nonwilderness would help acknowl-
edge and preserve the history of many of the families that lived on the
island. Finally, any wilderness area on Sand Island would be fragmented,
and difficult to manage as wilderness, due to the presence of historic resi-
dences, structures, a campsite cluster, a ranger station, and tracts with vari-
ous encumbrances (a nonfederal tract, areas with nonfederal mineral
rights, and tracts with life estates and use and occupancy agreements) all
scattered around the island. 
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3. The text has been revised to indicate Long Island was excluded from the
preferred alternative, and the rationale for not including it has been pro-
vided. Long Island is marginally suitable for wilderness designation due to
the presence of two light stations and its narrow linear nature. The island
has a high level of day use, which combined with the narrow nature of the
island,  limits opportunities for solitude during the summer months. In
addition, the island would have required at least two areas of nonwilder-
ness (the areas surrounding the two lighthouses) and possibly a third, mak-
ing the boundary complex and the potential for wilderness acreage small-
er. Finally, the Bad River Band of Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa
Indians did not support wilderness designation for Long Island because
they believe it may be within their reservation and do not want an addi-
tional designation of the island to potentially interfere with that claim. 

3.

4. None of the alternatives included in this wilderness study, including the
NPS preferred alternative, would necessarily add to the backlog of unmet
maintenance needs. This wilderness study was not intended to address
whether or not additional developments would be built or actions would
be taken to perpetuate cultural resource sites on Basswood and Sand
Islands. The study simply was intended to determine if areas within the
park should be proposed for wilderness designation. For purposes of the
analysis of impacts of wilderness designation, it was necessary to generally
examine possible management actions and developments that might and
might not occur in the wilderness and nonwilderness areas. It was
assumed for purposes of this analysis that some developments would be
built in the nonwilderness areas, consistent with the park's general man-
agement plan. But none of the developments analyzed in this study are
being planned for or advocated by the National Park Service. No new
developments on the islands would be proposed without first being ana-
lyzed in a future plan and/or environmental document, with opportunities
for public involvement, and in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act. Please see pages 67-69.

4.
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Response to Sierra Club

1. Please see response 2 to PEER.

1.
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Response to Betty Good

1. As we noted on p.26, the waters of Lake Superior were determined to not
be suitable for wilderness designation. The text further states that the
beaches on the islands below the high-water mark are not included in the
wilderness proposal. Thus, none of the wilderness alternative proposals
being considered in this study would affect motorboat access to the
islands – if the NPS preferred alternative is adopted by Congress and
wilderness is designated in the park, you will continue to be able to visit
the island beaches in your motorboat. 

1.
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Responses to Harold Jordahl 

1. Although the Wisconsin legislature directed that the lands it transferred to
the federal government, including Basswood Island, be managed to pre-
serve their "unique primitive and wilderness character," there is not a
requirement that the islands be designated as wilderness in order to fulfill
this direction – the National Park Service could administratively manage
Basswood Island to protect its wilderness values without proposing the
island for wilderness designation.

1.

2. Although we expect that new developments would be limited on the
islands, the wilderness study is not the appropriate process to determine
what, if any, developments should be permitted and where they should be
located. See also responses 1, 2, and 4 to PEER, response 2 to the National
Parks Conservation Association, response 2 to Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, and responses 1 and 4 to Brandt Mannchen.

2.
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3. While we agree that Basswood Island is suitable for wilderness designation
and understand the concerns about future pressures for development, we
believe there are justifiable reasons for not including the island in the NPS
wilderness proposal. See response 2 to PEER and response 1 to the
National Parks Conservation Association. 

3.

Continues next page
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Responses to Emmet Judziewicz

1. Although we agree that Long Island is a special natural feature and
deserves protection, that is not, by itself, a sufficient reason for designating
the island as wilderness. The island is currently administratively protected
as a natural area zone in the park's current General Management Plan and
we do not foresee this changing. With regard to the piping plover and Bad
River Band claim on the island, see response 3 to PEER, response 8 to the
Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness, and response 9 to Brandt
Mannchen.

1.

2. See response 6 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness. The ques-
tion of whether the campground on Presque Isle needs to be moved is
beyond the scope of this study. We would consider the need for this action
in a future management plan.

2.

3.

3. We believe there are good reasons to not include Sand Island as wilder-
ness. See response 2 to PEER.

Continues next page
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Response to Maureen Kinney

1. Wilderness designation would have no effect on the possession of pets on
boats or on shore, although the current requirement to keep pets leashed
on the islands would apply in both wilderness and nonwilderness areas.
Wilderness designation also would have no effect on hunting or fishing
opportunities in the park, as noted on p.5.

1.
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Responses to John C. Laney

1. As noted on p.19, none of the alternatives in this study would affect access
to the park by currently legal means. The impact assessment notes that
there would be some impacts on recreation, such as opportunities to pic-
nic, and limits on the potential for expansion of recreational facilities. But
most visitors' recreational activities would not be noticeably affected. We
also disagree that local community jobs would be adversely affected by
wilderness designation for the reasons stated on pages 19-20.

2. Timber blowdowns, wildfires, and insect infestations are naturally occur-
ring events that could occur on the Apostle Islands whether or not wilder-
ness is designated. It is true that wilderness would limit what could be
done on most of the islands if a timber blowdown were to occur – under
NPS policies all actions taken to suppress wildfires would be required to
use the minimum requirement concept and be conducted in such a way as
to protect natural and cultural features and to minimize lasting impacts of
the action. But this condition does not rule out taking actions to minimize
the possibility of an uncontrolled wildfire or insect infestation due to a
blowdown. (Section 4(d)(1) of the Wilderness Act specifically provides for
measures to be taken as may be necessary to control fire, insects, and dis-
eases.) It is also worth noting that due to logistical, financial, and policy
constraints, it would be extremely difficult to clean up a blowdown on the
Apostle Islands even if the islands were not designated as wilderness. 

3. Wilderness can be designated in areas that are not pristine. See response 1
to the Izaak Walton League, response 3 to Citizens Against Apostle Islands
Wilderness, and response 2 to Celeste Peltier.

1.

2.

3.
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Responses to ML

1. The National Park Service has sought public input throughout the wilder-
ness study process, and has provided numerous opportunities for the pub-
lic to participate. We published newsletters, held public meetings and
workshops, and used the Internet extensively to inform people about the
study. In addition, the study was publicized by the local and state media.
During the course of the study we received comments from across the
country as well as from many local residents. The vast majority of the com-
ments we received were in fact supportive of wilderness designation.
Please see pages 103-105 for a summary of all the efforts that were made to
publicize the study and solicit comments before the draft document was
published, and in this document see the section titled "Public Review of
the Draft Wilderness Study / Environmental Impact Statement," which
identifies all the public meetings (and one hearing) that were held after the
draft document was published. 

1.

2. As we noted on p.26, the waters of Lake Superior were determined to not
be suitable for wilderness designation. Your proposal to designate motor-
free paths to the inner islands is not an alternative that we can consider.
The state of Wisconsin has jurisdiction over the waters beyond the park
boundary, so we could not limit motorboat use on the waters between the
islands. Even if we could do so, such motor-free paths would be very diffi-
cult for visitors and managers to discern, making it difficult to enforce the
prohibition on motors. The motor-free paths also would do little, if any-
thing, to enhance the wilderness experience, since the sounds and views of
motorboats would still be apparent in the areas outside the paths. 

2.
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1.

Responses to Brandt Mannchen

1. It is not possible to quantify or to be more definite about the impact on
managers' flexibility. As noted on pages 67-69, this study is not a manage-
ment plan and is not intended to address questions regarding what facili-
ties would be developed either in the wilderness or nonwilderness areas.
However, for purposes of the assessment of impacts of wilderness desig-
nation it was necessary to generally examine possible management actions
and developments that might and might not occur in the wilderness and
nonwilderness areas. It was assumed for purposes of this analysis that
some developments would be built in the nonwilderness areas, consistent
with the park's current and future general management plans. Because it is
difficult to know what development(s) might be built where, the potential
consequences of the alternatives can only be analyzed in general terms
using qualitative analyses. Future general management plans and imple-
mentation plans will address these questions in more detail and will have
their own NEPA analysis documents.

With regard to the use of brochures and other information materials, we
are not saying these media cannot be used to gain an understanding of the
park and its significance in wilderness. But there would be fewer opportu-
nities to use certain interpretive media in those areas that are wilderness,
such as wayside exhibits or self-guided, signed interpretive trails, that could
enhance visitors' understanding and appreciation of the park. As noted on
p.90 of the draft, foregoing these opportunities could have a negligible to
minor adverse impact on visitors experiences compared to alternative A
where there would be no restrictions on the use of these media.
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3.

2.

2. As noted on p.33, alternative C strives to minimize the fragmentation of
areas of wilderness or nonwilderness – the alternative tries to minimize
small isolated pockets of wilderness or nonwilderness. It is much easier to
manage an area and for visitors to know what they can and cannot do if
everybody knows that most of an island is wilderness or nonwilderness.
Additionally, it is not possible to know at this point in time if and where
interpretive facilities might be located on the islands – keeping the islands
as nonwilderness areas maximizes the flexibility of managers to locate
interpretive trails or other media in the best locations. Finally, keeping the
islands as nonwilderness retains the possibility of providing additional
limited developments to accommodate increased use, such as day use pic-
nic areas or a group campsite.  

3. Several people have use and occupancy reservations, which will terminate
in the near future, or life estates to cabins on Rocky and Bear Islands.
There are nonfederal mineral rights outstanding on these islands. The
Town of Russell also owns a tract of land on York Island. All of these
landowners have legal rights that the National Park Service will respect
whether or not wilderness is designated in the park. 

4. It is not possible to specifically state in this study what additional develop-
ments, if any, would be provided, for the reasons noted in response 1. As
stated on p.68, developments that might be considered on these islands
include new campsites, picnic areas, trails, expanded dock facilities, or
additional structures to serve visitors or house island-based park employ-
ees. The type, number, and location(s) of such developments, if needed,
and an assessment of their impacts would be addressed in a future
plan/environmental document, such as a new general management plan.

5. There is one private life estate on the sand spit on the south end of the
island.

4.

5.
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6. This is a summary of the environmental consequences. For details on the
impacts, see pages 80-85. Again, it needs to be pointed out that due to the
broad nature of the study and the alternatives, the impact analysis is gener-
al and qualitative.

7. Although the National Park Service can provide brochures, and interpre-
tive signs can be installed in the areas by the docks, other on-site interpre-
tive media, such as wayside exhibits or signed self-guided trails, are not
permitted under NPS policy in wilderness. Exhibits and interpretive trails
can provide information on-site that cannot be provided the same way in a
brochure or in a distant sign. Because most of the islands would be in
wilderness under alternative B, there would be fewer opportunities to use
these media, compared to alternative C. Thus, we do not believe that alter-
native B would preserve and tell the island stories as well as alternative C. 

8. The analysis of carrying capacity is beyond the scope of this wilderness
study. The question of what developments are needed and visitor use lev-
els are more properly addressed in a general management plan and/or
wilderness management plan. See also response 1.

With regard to the dismissal of the alternative, we agree that few people
supporting an alternative is not a reason by itself to drop a reasonable alter-
native. This was only one of several reasons for dismissing the alternative.
(The primary reasons it was dropped, as noted on p.44, is that it is very
similar to alternative B and it had very complex, hard to define bound-
aries.)

9. The presence of migratory bird habitat is not one of the criteria for identi-
fying an area to be suitable for wilderness. Protection of important migra-
tory bird habitat also is not, by itself, a sufficient reason for designating an
area as wilderness. Whether or not Long Island is designated as wilder-
ness, the National Park Service would continue to protect this valuable
area to satisfy the purposes for which the park was established, as a natural
zone in the park's current General Management Plan, and in the case of
the piping plover as required under the Endangered Species Act. See also
response 8 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness.

10. The locations of the archeological sites are sensitive information and
under the provisions of the Archeological Resources Protection Act are
not open to public disclosure. However, as noted on p.56, nearly all of
the islands have some record of human occupation. Whether or not the
islands have archeological sites has no bearing on the different wilder-
ness alternatives – the presence or absence of archeological sites was not
a factor in developing the alternative wilderness proposals.

7.

6.

8.

9.

10.
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11.

13.

14.

15.
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11. Like the archeological sites, most of the islands have historic structures.
Only Eagle and North Twin Islands are not known to have historic
resources. Although the interpretation of historic resources was consid-
ered in developing the alternatives, the locations of the historic resources
on the islands was not a major factor in distinguishing the wilderness
alternatives and does not affect the appropriateness of the alternatives. 

12. We agree that most of these experiences can also occur in wilderness
areas. The intent of this paragraph was to give an overview of all the
experiences offered on the islands.

13. We agree that we do not have to meet demands for new picnic areas and
that there is a need to identify carrying capacities to ensure that overuse
does not occur. However, this is beyond the scope of this study. We also
are not proposing that new developments be built on the islands. Please
see responses 1, 4 and 8 above.

14. The impact intensities in this wilderness study / environmental impact
statement are necessarily general and conceptual given the broad nature
of the study and its alternatives. The terms you refer to were meant to
assist the reader in understanding the relative intensities of the impacts.
Standard dictionary definitions are adequate for understanding what is
meant by these terms. See also response 1.

15. Although there could be a cumulative impact due to initiatives to out-
source services provided by NPS staff, this impact would occur regard-
less of whether or not wilderness is designated in the Apostle Islands –
the impact would be independent of wilderness. We have revised the text
to state that the initiatives would not have a cumulative impact with
respect to wilderness designation. 

16. This statement is based on past visitor use trends; tour boat capacities,
routes, and schedules; and our professional judgment. We cannot state
for certain that use patterns and levels would substantially change, how-
ever, which is why the word "probably" was used.

16.
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17. The impairment determination is focused on impacts caused by the alter-
natives for wilderness designation that would adversely affect park natu-
ral and cultural resources to such a degree that there is an impairment of
park resources and values. We are not proposing any new developments
as part of this wilderness study – external developments and uses in non-
wilderness areas are not part of the study alternatives and consequently
are not considered as part of the impairment determination. With
regards to impacts in nonwilderness areas and the possibility of impair-
ment, we disagree with your assertion that the potential is there. See
response 1.

18. While some of the park’s docks have caused impacts (especially to the
transport of sediments just offshore), we are not aware of scour from
wave action ever being identified as a problem in the park.

19. It is not possible to state in this document if any campsites would in fact
be built in wilderness or how many and where the campsites would be
constructed. (See response 1.) However, if campsites were built, the text
very generally describes impacts to soil compaction, vegetation, and
wildlife that would occur.

20. Please see responses 10 and 11.

21. As stated in response 1, we are not able to quantify opportunities for
development in the alternatives. However, there is no "greater opportu-
nity" for development in alternatives C and D, compared to alternative A,
the no-action alternative. In fact, as the text notes, relative to alternative A
these wilderness alternatives would have a lower potential for new devel-
opment on most of the islands. 

22. We have changed the text from "near future" to foreseeable future. 

23. The adverse impacts, including fewer opportunities for solitude and
primitive, unconfined recreation, and impact on apparent naturalness are
noted in the 1st paragraph of the analysis on p.87.

24. We agree that these activities can take place in the wilderness as well. But
in this section we are focusing on impacts on these activities in areas that
are not designated as wilderness.

18.

17.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.



167

25. The impacts of more group campsites are identified in the 1st paragraph
of the analysis. We cannot project the number of group campsites that
might be provided under alternative A. (Indeed, it is not certain that any
group campsites would be built.) The need for these facilities would be
addressed in a future plan. See also response 1.

26. The text is not saying that trails with interpretive signs are a negative
impact. Rather, because certain new recreational facilities (including
these trails) would be confined to a relatively small area, crowding could
increase, which could have an adverse impact on visitor nonwilderness
experiences.

27. The impacts of group campsites and picnic areas are addressed in the 1st
paragraph of the analysis on p.90. With regard to having the most visible
"edge," we disagree that there would be more illegal use due to people
conducting more nonwilderness activities next to wilderness. We do not
foresee illegal activities, such as visitors riding off-road motor vehicles in
wilderness. Activities that might be illegal in wilderness do not generally
occur on the Apostle Islands now and there is no reason to expect they
would occur in the future. And as the text notes, there would be more
opportunities to educate visitors about wilderness and its role, which
would further reduce the likelihood of illegal activities.

28. The text does not state that more emergency equipment will be provided.
Rather, it states that there is the possibility that the park's ability to
respond to emergencies could be enhanced, although the need for addi-
tional, fully equipped, island-based locations is currently fairly low. There
is no reason to believe visitors would expect the National Park Service to
respond to visitor emergencies any differently. There is also no reason to
expect an increase in liability due to visitor expectations.

29. The text states on the top of p.94 that workloads could increase and
could result in a moderate to major adverse impact on park facility man-
agement operations. It is not possible to quantify this, given the large
number of uncertainties regarding future facilities (numbers and loca-
tions, if any), staff levels, and funding. See also response 1.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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30. We agree that less development does not necessarily mean there is less of
a need for interpretive services. We also agree that NPS staff could still
visit islands and interpret, develop brochures, place signs, and provide
visual media in alternative B. But relative to alternative A, where there
could be more potential interpretive developments, the need for interpre-
tive personal and nonpersonal services would be less. It is not certain
that services would be reduced under alternative B, but if they were the
text states that there could be a minor adverse impact on the park's inter-
pretive operations. It is not known how large an area would need new
interpretive developments, if any, and this study is not intended to
answer this question. See response 1.

31. We disagree that there would be an increased workload for cultural and
natural resource staff under alternative C. Higher visitation levels could
occur under all of the alternatives, not just alternative C, which could
increase workloads. But compared to alternative A, there would likely be
fewer developments, which would reduce the need for compliance-relat-
ed activities.

30.

31.
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Response to Sumner Matteson

1. See response 3 to PEER, response 8 to the Friends of the Boundary Waters
Wilderness, response 9 to Brandt Mannchen, and response 1 to Emmet
Judziewicz.

1.

Continues next page



170



171

Responses to M. James Nemec

1. Wilderness can be, and has been, designated in areas that are much smaller
and with much different conditions than the areas you cited. See also
response 1 to the Izaak Walton League, response 3 to Citizens Against
Apostle Islands Wilderness, and response 2 to Celeste Peltier.

2. We do not foresee the need for additional restrictions on visitor use based
on wilderness designation, although changes in future visitation patterns,
visitor numbers, activities, resource conditions, etc., could require new
restrictions in the future regardless of whether or not wilderness is desig-
nated in the park. You cannot legally drive your snowmobile or an ATV
now on the Apostle Islands, regardless of wilderness. You should have no
problems, however, when you are using your boat and have to go ashore.

3. We disagree that wilderness designation would take away access from
older persons. All people, including the elderly, will continue to have
access to the islands via motorboats, sailboats, etc., and can walk on the
islands like they currently do.

1.

2.

3.
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Responses to Celeste Peltier

1. Although logging and quarrying took place in the past, they have not
occurred on the Apostle Islands for many years. Resuming these commer-
cial activities would not be consistent with the purposes of the park or the
park's current General Management Plan, and would not be permitted to
resume on any of the islands regardless of whether or not wilderness is
designated in the park. 

1.
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2. There are not two definitions of wilderness. Referring to the italicized
words in the definition, the Wilderness Act provides latitude in designating
areas that are not pristine and in designating areas that are smaller than
5,000 acres (so long as the area is practicable to preserve and use). See also
response 1 to the Izaak Walton League and response 3 to Citizens Against
Apostle Islands Wilderness. 

3. There were no alternatives considered but dismissed by the study team
other than the one identified on p.44. During the scoping process people
proposed that some islands be designated as wilderness and others be
excluded as wilderness. These comments were incorporated into the alter-
natives that were developed by the study team.

4. Comment noted. We believe the discussion on pages 42-43 regarding why
alternative C was selected as the environmentally preferred alternative
under §101 of the National Environmental Policy Act is sufficient. Please
also refer to p.12, which notes that a "Choosing By Advantages" process
was used to select the preferred alternative. Alternative C was determined
to best meet the four factors listed and had the highest advantage of all the
alternatives considered.

5. The use of motorized boats in nonwilderness areas does not affect and has
no bearing on the designation of wilderness, which was the purpose of this
study. Oil slicks and noise from boats and the spread of non-native plants
by visitors would affect the islands whether or not wilderness was desig-
nated – these impacts would not be the result of wilderness designation
and thus need not be assessed here.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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6. 6. As noted on p.70, the impact analysis was based primarily on information
provided by experts in the National Park Service, and on park staff
insights and professional judgments. Also as noted on pages 68-69, the
analysis is general and qualitative because it is highly uncertain what devel-
opment(s) might be built where, and to speculate about other management
implications of wilderness and nonwilderness is not appropriate.
Examples of potential developments in nonwilderness areas were identi-
fied on p.68 and generally assessed in the chapter. Given the uncertainty of
what might be built, mitigation measures were not identified in this study,
which is primarily focused on the impacts of wilderness designation and
not on the installation of signs and trails. As stated on p.73, it was assumed
in this analysis that appropriate mitigation measures would be applied for
developments that may be applied in the nonwilderness areas. Specific
mitigation measures, such as best management practices for the installation
of signs and trails, are more appropriately addressed in a project design
document and the accompanying environmental document.
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Responses to Sheree Peterson

1. Your proposal was addressed in alternative D, which limited wilderness to
remote areas in the park. We do not believe the NPS preferred alternative
would result in an intermixing of wilderness and nonwilderness areas, sur-
rounded by waters that are nonwilderness, nor detract from "the essence
of wilderness." In fact, most of the islands would be managed as wilder-
ness, as they have been, under the NPS preferred alternative so there
would be little intermixture of wilderness and nonwilderness when one is
on the islands. Although it is true that the islands would be surrounded by
nonwilderness waters, most visitors' wilderness experiences in the interi-
ors of the islands would not be degraded by activities on the waters. It is
also worth pointing out that other designated wilderness areas are sur-
rounded by nonwilderness waters, such as at Isle Royale National Park,
Cumberland Island National Seashore, Gulf Islands National Seashore,
and Fire Island National Seashore.

1.
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2. Under both policy and statute, the National Park Service protects and pre-
serves sites either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, whether or not the site is in wilderness. Wilderness desig-
nation does not affect our ability to conduct research to determine if a site
is eligible for listing. Likewise, if a site in wilderness has potential for
national register listing it does not affect funding for research on its eligi-
bility, on the nomination process, or on its preservation. It should be
stressed that no decisions affecting the future of cultural resources on the
islands, whether the resources are in wilderness or elsewhere in the park,
will be made until a determination has been made on their eligibility for
listing on the national register. If the resources are eligible, no decision will
be made until consultations with the state historical preservation office and
with affiliated tribes, if appropriate, have been completed. 

Regarding the lack of information you noted, it is true that a historical
resource survey has not been completed for the park. However, our deci-
sion on the selection of a wilderness proposal was based on best available
information on hand, and we did not feel the lack of specific historical
resource data was a critical factor in making a decision.

2.
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3. Although we agree that the preservation of resources is tied to people who
are familiar with and understand the resource, we disagree that wilderness
designation will affect future budgeting for cultural resource research. The
two topics are not connected – the movement of park employees and
changes in cultural resource funding will occur independently of whether
or not wilderness is designated in the park. 

4. Oak Island was included in nonwilderness in alternative D. We agree that
Oak Island has wonderful interpretive opportunities, but the island also
clearly meets the criteria for wilderness designation. Nearby motorboat
activity (or any activity for that matter) outside the proposed wilderness
cannot be considered as a factor in determining whether or not to include
any of the islands in our wilderness proposal. We do not believe that inter-
pretive signs are needed on Oak Island in order to help visitors better
understand the human and natural history of the park. Other interpretive
techniques can be used on this island, such as brochures. We believe that
signs and other interpretive facilities, if needed, can be limited to 20% of
the park excluded from wilderness in alternative C – interpretive facilities
on Sand and Basswood Islands and portions of Rocky and Stockton
Islands would be sufficient to interpret most of the Apostle Islands' pri-
mary cultural and natural resources and satisfy most visitors' interpretive
needs.

We agree that part of Stockton Island should remain as nonwilderness due
to concentrations of visitors, employees, and facilities. But most of the
island gets very little use and clearly meets the criteria for wilderness desig-
nation. Most interpretation can occur in the existing developed areas.
There is no need for additional interpretive facilities outside these areas.
We disagree that the wilderness proposal would result in fragmented man-
agement. The boundary separating the wilderness area and the nonwilder-
ness area (Quarry Bay and the Presque Isle area) would be clearly identifi-
able on the ground to both visitors and managers and is not expected to
lead to a major change in the management of resources or visitors from
what currently occurs on Stockton Island.

3.

4.
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Responses to Gerritt Rosenthal

1. This mistake was corrected in the final document. Eagle Island is now
shown as being included in the alternative C wilderness proposal.

2. We believe that Sand Island's important habitat areas can be protected
through management zoning and other administrative actions, and that
wilderness designation is not required to protect these areas. See also
response 2 to PEER.

3. There is no Deer Island in Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. (If you are
referring to Long Island, see response 3 to PEER.)

4. The reasons why the waters of Lake Superior and submerged lands within
the park boundary were not considered for wilderness were described on
p.26. The questions of managing these underwater areas to protect "pris-
tine underwater conditions," and whether or not to designate a research
natural area are beyond the scope of this study. It should be noted, howev-
er, that the current General Management Plan calls for efforts to maintain
the "highest water-quality standards" in the park.

1.

2.

3.

4.
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Responses to Richard Spotts

1. Please see responses 2 and 4 to PEER, response 2 to the National Parks
Conservation Association, response 2 to Friends of the Boundary Waters
Wilderness, responses 1 and 4 to Brandt Mannchen, and response 1 to
Harold Jordahl. With regard to your point that there is sufficient room at
and around existing facilities to provide for future upgrades or expansions,
we cannot speculate in this study whether there is or is not sufficient room
for new developments. If a decision were made to build a new develop-
ment(s) on the islands, we would likely try to locate that new develop-
ment(s) in an area with existing facilities. But in some cases, such as inter-
pretive facilities, a facility may need to be built in other areas. By not
including several areas in wilderness, we would retain the flexibility to
locate a new facility in the best suitable location both from a resource pro-
tection and visitor use perspective. 

1.
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2. Please see response 3 to PEER, response 8 to Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, and response 9 to Brandt Mannchen.

2.
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Response to Albert Swain

1. Although we agree that the bog on Stockton Island should be protected,
we believe this can be done administratively and that wilderness designa-
tion is not necessary to provide further protection. This wetland would be
protected under NPS policies whether or not it was designated as wilder-
ness. See also response 6 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness. 

With regard to the Basswood Island forests, we also agree that these forests
should be protected, but this can be done without wilderness designation.
There are other justifiable reasons why we believe this island should not be
wilderness. See response 1 to the National Parks Conservation Association
and response 2 to PEER.

1.
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Based on the request of the commenter, the name and address of this
person has been withheld

1. This is not a reasonable or feasible modification for alternative B. We do
not believe that closing the four islands you cited to motorboat use would
protect or enhance the experience for nonmotorized users: people would
still hear and see motorboats in the waters surrounding these islands. Most
people who visit the islands arrive by motorboat. Your suggestion would
discriminate against these users, preventing them from using four islands
that have a long history of this use. In addition, even if we were to adopt
this suggestion it would not be feasible to enforce the closure given the
lack of a discernable boundary on the lake, the large number of motor-
boats in the area, and limited park staff and resources. (Gull and Eagle
Islands are closed seasonally to all public access by superintendent order
for the protection of sensitive nesting birds. This does not apply to the four
islands you cited.) 

2. The protection of the park's soundscape, including the designation of no-
fly zones, noise/speed/no-wake zones, and group size restrictions, is
beyond the scope of this wilderness study. If such actions were needed,
they would be more appropriately addressed in a subsequent management
plan and accompanying environmental document, with opportunities for
public participation in the decision.

1.

2.
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Responses to Bryan Wyberg

1. While we agree that Basswood Island is suitable for wilderness designa-
tion, we believe there are other justifiable reasons for not including the
island in the NPS wilderness proposal. See response 1 to the National
Parks Conservation Association and response 2 to PEER.

2. See responses 3 and 4 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness and
response 2 to PEER.

3. See response 6 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness.

4. See response 7 to Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness. 

1.

2.

3.

4.
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5. 5. See response 8 to the Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness,
response 9 to Brandt Mannchen, and response 1 to Emmet Judziewicz.
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Oral Comment at the Stockton Public Meeting

Comment: In order to maximize flexibility with respect to docks in the
future, the wilderness boundaries should be drawn around all areas where
docks have existed historically.

Response to Oral Comment at the Stockton Public Meeting

Response: Adding additional nonwilderness areas to encompass all areas
where docks have existed would not be consistent with one of the intents of
the preferred alternative, which was to minimize the number of small, frag-
mented areas of wilderness or nonwilderness. We also believe that the pro-
posed exclusion areas in the preferred alternative include sufficient area for
the installation of additional docks, should that be determined to be neces-
sary and feasible in the future. It would also be possible to expand most
existing docks if necessary. The development of additional docks or the
expansion of existing docks would be considered in a future management
plan and accompanying environmental document.




